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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the amendment filed 27 March 2006. 

2. Claims 1-2, 4-10, and 12-20 are pending. Claims 1, 9, and 16 are independent 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. Claims 1-2 and 4-8 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

With respect to claim 1 , the applicant claims a enabling a request for a web page 
that the user, "intends to customize (lines 4-5)." It is indefinite because it is not possible 
to determine the user's intent prior to the request. The examiner suggests amending 
the limitation to be: "means for enabling said user to request an original Web page for 
said user to customize." 

Claims 2 and 4-8 are rejected based upon their dependency upon a rejected 
base claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-2,4-10, and 12-20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lowery et al. (US 5894554, filed 23 April 1996, hereafter Lowery) 
and further in view of Lemay ( Microsoft® Frontpage'^ 98 . 1997). 

Regarding independent claim 1 , Lowery discloses a system for customizing a 
Web page by using at least one client computer on which a browser for browsing a Web 
page runs (see Abstract, lines 1-2, the invention creates and manages custom Web 
pages), said system comprising: 

means for enabling said user to request an original Web page that the user 
intends to customized (Abstract discloses sending a generation request (line 5), which 
would include this limitation); 

means for embedding a customizing program in said requested original web 
page (in col. 2, lines 25-35, dynamic generation means are embedded); 

means for receiving said requested original Web page in which said program for 
customizing a page is embedded (col. 2, lines 25-35, dynamic generation passes page 
to generator); web browser means for displaying said received original Web page (Web 
page is displayed, which inherently requires a browser; means for having said program 
display a control panel for a customizing operation (col. 7, lines 45-60, tools like Visual 
Basic and Visual C++ or PowerBuilder allow customization); 

means for customizing said original Web page according to a customizing 
operation by a user using said control panel while said original Web page is retained for 
other users(Visual Basic, Visual C++ and PowerBuilder preserved backups of original 
web pages); and 
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means for storing data pertaining to said customizing operation, wherein said 
web page is dynamically restored with said customizing data when subsequently 
accessed by said user (Visual Basic, Visual C++ and PowerBuilder fulfilled this 
limitation). 

However, Lowery fails to disclose a user requesting an existing web page and 
further being able to customize the web page. However, Lemay discloses a user 
requesting an existing web page and further being able to customize the web page 
(page 37, Q&A, question 2: Here, a user is able to download preexisting web pages 
from a website so that the user may further enhance the web pages using FrontPage™; 
38-78: Here, customization techniques for downloaded content are disclosed). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to have combined Lowery's method with Lemay's method, since it would have 
allowed a user to enhance imported pages (Lemay: page 37). 

Lemay further fails to specifically disclose modification of the web pages at a 
client computer. However, Lowery discloses modification of the web pages at a client 
computer (page 53: Here, Lowery teaches the user modification of pages residing on 
the hard drive of a client computer). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to have combined Lowery with Lemay, 
since it would have allowed a user to incrementally modify pages without disturbing the 
posted web pages. 
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Regarding dependent claim 2, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
means for requesting a Web page is a means for requesting a page from a Web server 
via a server or for requesting a locally stored Web page (see fig. 4, items 200-201 ). 

Regarding dependent claim 4, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
means for storing data on a customizing operation is a means for storing said data on a 
server (see fig. 4). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
system further comprises: means for having another computer request a Web page to 
be customized (see fig. 4; page servers vs. web server); means for having another 
computer receive said requested Web page in which a program for customizing a page 
is embedded (see fig. 4; page servers); means for having another computer display said 
received Web page by a browser (page is displayed, which inherently requires a 
browser); means for having said program display a control panel for a customizing 
operation(col. 7, lines 45-60, tools like Visual Basic and Visual C++ or PowerBuilder 
allow customization); and means for having said program, based on data of a 
customizing operation already performed on said Web page, reflect a customizing 
operation performed on said Web page on a browser(coL 7, lines 45-60, tools like 
Visual Basic and Visual C++ or PowerBuilder allow customization; this is reflected as in 
fig. 4 from web server to page server). 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
system further comprises the means for further customizing a Web page according to a 
customizing operation by a user using said control panel from said another 
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computer(see use of Web client on Fig. 4 and col. 7, lines 45-60, tools like Visual Basic 
and Visual C++ or PowerBuilder). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
program is executable independent of any operating system or web browser (col. 7, 
lines 45-60, tools like Visual Basic and Visual C++ or PowerBuilder can be run on 
multiple OSes as there are multiple relevant tools and do not require a web browser). 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
system comprises a means for immediately reflecting a result of a customizing 
operation on a browser (see Abstract, lines 12-18, the Web pages are dynamically 
generated). 

Regarding independent claim 9, it is a method which is performed by the system 
of claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, it is a method which is performed by the system 
of claim 2 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, it is a method which is performed by the system 
of claim 4 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 14, it is a method which is performed by the system 
of claim 5 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 15, it is a method which is performed by the system 
of claim 6 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 16, it is a medium that contains a method that is 
performed by the system of claim 7 and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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Regarding dependent claim 17, Lowery discloses a system wherein said 
customizing operation via said control panel includes one or more of adding an object, 
changing an attribute of an object or deleting an object (customizing must logically 
involve changing an object in some way and these are all the ways in which an object 
can change). 

Regarding dependent claim 18, Lowery further discloses a system wherein said 
customizing operation is performed without changing an existing web server providing 
said original Web page or said web browser (the customization operation occurs at the 
Web client, number 200, part of fig. 4, and hence does not affect the Web server 
directly). 

Regarding dependent claim 19, it is a method that is performed by the system of 
claim 17 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Regarding dependent claim 20, it is a medium that contains a method that is 
performed by the system of claim 7 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 27 March 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that Lemay fails to teach the customization data stored on 
a client computer (page 12). However, the examiner respectfully disagrees. Lemay 
teaches web pages stored on a client computer that are modified by a user (pages 53- 
78). 
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Further, the applicant argues that the examiner has used impermissible hindsight 
in combining Lowery and Lemay. However, the examiner respectfully disagrees. It 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account 
only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's * 
disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 
USPQ209 (CCPA1971). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kyle R Stork 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 21 78 
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